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mo4e& of prrt)leo*solvingr tbey ar€ forced merely to Mflua^le |^ 
through* " How evarr rouddling through is aet cnly a 3Qecess^i^j# ix is 
often desirable, Ezperi^nce desigming and janaging'an afliainistrators' 
aa?elopm8nt program suggested that muddling thrcugh can k« a virtue* 
Sa?etf^al characteristics of "oudflling throughf" as defined bj 
lindblomi were present in the prograo. Ihe process of cheesing 
policies was intertiiined with the prccits of chcpsing'values. Program 
goals changed as the prcgram progressed* Ihe criterion for good 
policy ites eTOryonp agreeing on it. Policy was constantly nade and 
teiade* Titfing of policy decisions depended on circumatances rather 
than a set schedule; Mudaiing through was used intenticnally as a 
normative strategy in this program for three reaaonii adult learning 
is most prod«ti\re when the learner participates in the acsign cf t|te 
learning program; program managers wanted tc take aavantag'e of 
li opportunism** or the use of the environment as a resonrci for program 
aevelbpment; and the snccess of the prc^raa was dependent on an 
ongoing aoGommcdation between the sponsors cf the prcgrai and the 
school systems that participated in" it* A new cha^ienge for 
adiainistra ti ve sciepce is to help administrators muddle/tlrcugh 
better, (Authcr/JM ) 



^ Re productidns supplied by EDES are the best that can ke nade * 
IS from the original document, . ^ 



ERIC 



^ . , ^ =' ■ • _ _ ' ' ■ r us DEPARTMENT OF HiALTH, * ■ 

' ,J ' - . epuC^TlCN»WtLPARi . 

. =» . ' ^ " , . , . National iNSTiTUT=i OF 

■ ' ^ = = ' . . . ■^ . "i \ . ■ ■■ ' ' ..■ .. ,^ . , EDUCAtlON ^ " " 

"PERWiSSION.m REPRODUCE THIS . , - , . \ • 

MAtiRtAU ilN WtCftOFiCHE 'ONLV^ ; / • . .! , = - , I^li^ been refro^ 



THE PERSON d^ ORGAVtZATiON QRiOiN, 
fJ'vSI-^^°'^^S OF vriwOR Op'iNfONS 



*MUDB^ING nmOUGH" AS; A NORMATIVB' ■DECISION MODEL mn^^^I^lM^^snn^ 



4 



© 



ERIC 



m//tatt^ ir^/te^ " ' ' ' . . * , ■ ^ . . . -^"."cation posiTiqn ofi.POLrCY: 

TO THE ^EOuSaTIWAL RpSOURCiB ' ' . ^ ^ » v . .= ' t " ' ' ^ ■ 

INFORMATION CENTiQ . lER iCr AND: ..^ ^ V ^ . t "^/*t j =e tt^ ' j"* -i ' ^ " * \ 

qsiRsoF THt ERIC SYSTEM;." . Wllllsm Krltalc CUnlveralty of ^Wlscoiisln— Milwaukee) . \ 
^ - . =. = '-'^ and . ' ^ = - ' . . y ^ 

• " David Co It on (WfLshlngton Un-lversity, St. Louis) . " 

" ■ ■ ' ' ^ ^ ■ ; _ _ : , ' ■ ■ V - ■ . - _ • , 

Qs, . • In his famous .attlcles "the Sclenc«?of Muddling Through'% Charles Llndblom ' 

asserts that' policynakers ' behavior doffs not, conform to the noraiatlve precepts. 
I embodleB.in traditional ''rational comprehensli^e" problem-SDlviiig theory* 

llndblom attrlbutei the discontinuity- between^ thecryand to circuinstancea 

- aucb as vaguely dJfined or inconsistent goais^ .^Bilted information about 

,alteraatiyes and^ their oorisequencesjvdiatributed power bases, and uncontrollable 
conteKtual phenomanae ^ Together these oircumstames 'nake adherence to the 

' - rational compreliensive model "inippssible", Faeed ^Ith skch cone t rain t s adiain"' 

' - ■ ^y. ■ ^ ■ ' ^ 

X istratora "muddle through*' by employing a decislon^^aklng method characterized by^^ 

- . ■ . ■ " . ; .. . \ . ' r ■ . ^= ■ ■ " .■ 

'successive llBited compafisons"* Administrators ^ aay^ Lindbloinp "ara forced to 

A : >('■■ , ■ J — ,., ^ ■ ' . " — \ — . . . ^ 

t ' use the method of suacessive limited comparisons'- (emphasis added) (llndblomp 1959)* 

\ / . ■ ■ 

We disagree. Based oh our itudy of muddling through in a field settlngp 
• %3B suggest that tindblom raada a fundamental error \*hen he attributed tfluddltng ' 



to neceisity. Muddling) through can be a normative stratagyj consciously chosen 
as a device for optimizing program success* Huddling is a virtUBj not just a 
^ ^ necessity; In our view is correct, then the taslt of administratlva science is 
not simply to develop calculation aids designed tp surmount the limits of 
ratiorialityp 1*6, aids such as PPBS, PM, JffiO, and the like* The task also 
. * must be to help administrators mijddle Better. " ■ 

® ' . ' - } 



Paper prepared for presentation at American Educational'' Research Association 
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■ Bef ore -ve get into, our data aiid our att,alysis, we.sltoiil^ that Llndblosa's. . 

middling througli model has not;iecel^^ed the degree^ Siipi^l&al;an^l5^^ -^t 
deserves. Conieguently some crucial questions :^hout tW:ffl<ldei ha%!e not been ; 
asked.. If administrators mu^dlt. does their ttu^llng emb©% thfc featw^^^ ■ V , 

forth in Lindblom' s model? l£ muddllnF occurs , does It ^ ocftUfr for the reapon 
stated by llndblora? That is,, do admlnlatfators puddle hmcmm^ tpmy:^miBtl^^^m:^^ 
possible to distinguish tetween nuddUng 'poorly and nuddlliig veil?: If -so, h^wl 
Reeen'tly we had oceasion to ;give' attention to such-. que B|ions., .Dmrlng - 
1972-75 ve were responsible for -^he design and Implementatiori of a professional 
■ aerelopment program for on-the-job high school aamlnistrators In lai'ge-city ■ 
' sehooi systenis. The notes an'd ptservations ve apsemblea. during tie oo 
onr Involvement in- the prograa irovide the baf 1^ for our criticism 6f \Liaiblom*B _ 

- « * ■ ■ 1 ' ^ • ' 

siodel. _ • < ' • ' 

■ Details of the school aaninistrators • development , program ar^^^d^serlbed 
elsewhpre (Kritek, 19765 Colton- et.al. , 1975) . Hsre^t la imffteient to note ^ V 
' "that' the prdgrafa, as operatiohaliied, ' involved fiv^ pltles pep par. Jacl\ city 
^as represented by five ,Wsh school administrators (called "Fellovs")vhoallocatea 
25-30 d^s' to program activities"' dmring a yew-,^ Some of those days were used 
for- indlvidualiaed activities such as attehdwice at prlfesBibnal senlnars and 
workshops. Somi; were used for grouj) activities involving other Fellows in the ^ 
BOTe city. Some were .utilized for meetings .involving -all of tW Fellows from ^ : 
all of the cities. , There was a ^art-time "lodal coordinator"— usuBlly an academie 
- . type-^n each participating, city, plus''a,sAall central staff (us). 

DeBlgnlng and operating the program presented a host ,of policy-type 
problems. Who would participate? On .what' teroi? What aetivities vould be , 
condiicted? How vould funds be allbcated? By whom? Who was accbuntable to whoa. ■ 
' ' • and for what"? To dVal-with these auestlohs, we muddled thro-ugh.„ In the process 
m learned several thtogs about muddling through. First, Ltndblom'B description . 
of iauddling essentiallrcortecti'hqwev'fer ve dl^ identic 'another feature of . 



ci^Wijng ttiroughb Secondi learned' that wa wece muddliiig thrbugW because 
W«cijosi,t6i not because'%Ta>a.a,t'o* w/also leai-ned that there are natural ; 

"^Saitg to muaaltmg tteoixg^, ;Bad that ther^ are-mys of mlmimiilcig the effects 
of-'these lliaiti. ^^.loving our aifcussion of th&ae mftttiy5> ve vlLl cocolude 
JSy \0i%gaBting 't^ tfiyeitigatops may find It usefiai to meddle with th© 



\ 



\ \ . :1 , 1^ T^mmfS^iC^^ M^mm ^ Qf the jfaddllns' 'HiyQUgh- Model 



Vm taife^ ve miAdllcg* fla fsct^ fros tjie ^egl^^ iing ws^ used that tam. 
-to d^s^ri^e COT J)plia¥lar^ But ve p-d not try to axCTplifV i« behavior the 
almafttP of liiidhliOT's ^oiej, for the nodal vas ttot^ as wi ^underBtQod it th^a^ 
a prasoriptivf moaei, Ne^ W^everi reeonitrueting events, ve^flsd that the 
fl^a mpeattic ^eetiwe& olf ;md4llng posited by Liii^lom ^&te evidaiit ia our 

aetiona* _ ^ ' ^ ^ ■ ^ ^ ' ^ ^ ■ " 

A. Ititar t^im^ evaluation w4 eiapl rical toalygjs ^ ^ . 

fe&e of the f^^tur^e of cuddling through^ woording to LindblOTi is that- 

■ ^ " . . " " " : ■ ■ ^ . , 

procssraf ehooiihg pollcias is iMxtrioably litikad ^ith the prooess of 
choosing valuta, rae 'adoption of a policy neeesearlly affects progrsm values 
a^^aactivea^ At the ^a^a time,^ says Limdmom^ policy aholees typical^ 

la at the Eiargln. Here is m example of these phenomena at vork, Oiir initial 
<QpMeptuaiiz»bton of tit pFogi*0«i efflbracea two values. One, productivity , ^ms 
©peFationaW"ae4 in a policy Bpecifying that eacb Fellow was- to seleel; flome , ; 
jrobl^ of interest aad then aesign, impleraent, and evaluate a solution to that 
protJlem, fhls procesB "becaine Knowii as "doing a •project", Reioureei were alio- 
"catftd to it,'- A secona' value vaa to have t^ie Pellows involved in t^e overall 
deSlgQ of the ptograrr-a value aanlfeited ,ln a policjr povi«ng for periodic 



sssesamfitita of the program 'by the Fellows themselves, fhess t¥o policiei/valuee 
dlasbed vhexi several Ftllws ejaeountered difficulty in defining or exLeGUting 
projects^ "Sh^ negative asBessments ,led to a deaision to "drop the projects". 

But. this laft the produetivity value without a policy to dkplement it. Mortover 

' '' ■ ' . _ » • 

deoiston >as at the margin: Fellows sueeissfuliy engaged in projects kept 

A eacond exaj^le of intertwined evaluation empirical analysis was 
raflaetad Is the QOntlnulng tension hetween "loeal" and "eosmopolitan" orien- » 
tatioGi# High value wae attaQhed to Icc^lEifl md the use of local resources* 
At tb^ saaa time we wanted to "broaden horiEoris" through contaete with national 
reaoufees* la the first sunmer workg.hop ve adopted a localis't value; the work- 
shop was held at a remote settini where outside consultants were unavailable 
and unwanted. The feediack was bad ho waver, and so the next sumner workshop . 
vJas held m a downtown hotel and several nationally prqnlnent consultants 
were employed. Again, a shift la policy was Inextricably linked with a shift,, 
in value/goaa orlentatlen. However the shift was at the margini both loealist . 
and cosmopolitan values reaained present In the overall prograa. 
B. Simultaneoug neMs-ends analysis ' , ^ 

The ehoiee of the participation value as sketched in the previous 
ji&ragraph required changes in, ultimate progrm goals. Exposure to and analysis 
of new Ideas and admlntstratlve techniques became implicit program goals as 
%ie retreated froo the .emphasis on projects. Fellowship Itself becaaeAgoal as 
it becane evident that the Prinelpalship was a very lonely Job. As another 
example , ol-lginal plans eallea for^ staff member i to work Individually with 
rellovs, diagnosing their needs and prescribing experlenceB to meet those needs. 
iSowever time constraints eventually forced the coordinators In each city to work 
■rtth the Feliove as a group, and an explicit goal of the program became tilat of 



.forming support Ivs ralatlonslilpi among the- Felloirs in eabh fcityp ^ _ 
C, agreemeii'b teat of ^ood policy . . ' ; ^ 

The ooaTdimtori '(and staff members) did not totally agree on the relative 
Values attached to the pro J act focus and the need to m^lmlge partlaipant de- 
tamination* Given the situation^ however^ we did agree that th^ ultimate shape 
of the program (as it developed during the year) vas appropriate ^and desirable, ^ 
Further^ the Felloirs' enthusiasia for the prog^^rose as their needs and goals 
were more directly addressed in the latter half of the yew. The adainistratiYe 
agreTOent on "good polioy" was formalised in the program design for the seoond 

Ron-oomprehensive analysis - 

We never even tried to consider all taportsAt posiible outcomes, all 
Important alternative prograro designi or all relevant values. Thus we avoided 
**analjrsis paralysls"--even mough we paid a price=iaier when we had to eonfront- 
the results of our own bad Judgments, We can cite sxamples of neglecting two 
important posiible outcomes--examplei of neglect that carr^bacb to haunt us* 
The frustration that accompanied failure to Impleftent projeclti was not antictpated 
fully and consequently no provisions were made for deal ing with 1 1, We dW 
anticip'ate that the Fellows would want to participate In^desSgning the p.rcgram; 
we did not anticipate the confusion that developed be^cause we would not slate 
explicitly what we thought objectives should be or plans for achieving thost object 

E> Succegstve com^arisonB 

; ^ For Lindblom "policy is not made once and for all ^ it is made' and re-made 
endless^.*' We were not engaged in m experiment in which vw^iables >had to te ^ 
held constant. We incorporated a formative evaluation eapacitjr within the program 
and planned ft-om the beginning to adjust means and ends in the light of eyaluatlve 



/findings, riiii proceis is mosfc aleaj-ly seen as ve moved from year one to yaw 
two but even wlthifl the fl^st program year the same process is ^ident. ^When 
the projects proved an otstaole to sone of the Fellove a deoiiion was made to : 
de-smphaei2e' "doing a project*' In faYor of the =less thriatentng "profeseional 
aevelepraent," Our ehoiees were rnade^to alleviate identified ills rather thwi 

" to promate ^ell -'defined future states, , ^ ■ , 

An additional eharacterl it! of fnuddling trirough 

Perhaps ve have s^aid enough to indicate that we thinK that the five . , 
main elOTeats of lindblom's description o f the muddling through proeess vbre ./ ^ 
rafleoted^ In data we collected as pa^tloipant ohservers* Further^ we can. 
tentativeljr siiggest a sixth component of muddling whioh^ B^pplements the five 
descri-bed by Llnd^lom. It Is this: the tlmins of policy deoisions Is based J 
upon eircmstances 'rather- than upon an a priori sehedule. Partly, this is 
the "sque^y -wheel" phenomenon: practicei perpetuated, themBelves until they 
becaae imhearalle. We saw .this In the dee is ion to drop the iaea of "doing a 
project", mentioned, above. Another aspect of timing has to do with social 
eireumstanoes. When' It became flpparent tHat one Btaff nember was eneountering 
difficulties in .dealing with the Pellovs in his city, mi Intervention was 
timed to - doeur in a ylatively congenial 'setting, i.e. " Informally, in a -bar, 
'after some drinks. There also are natural turning points in a program which 
affect the timing of policy deoisibns. In oitf case, the end of one year and the ■ 
besinnine of a second provided a natural point for intrGduoing a number of , 
policy modifications, ■ ; 

■ ■ a. Muddllng Throufyh 68 a Normative Strategy ' " , 

■ Unq.ueBtionably it is true that ve conXH not have exemplified the classidal 
"rational cooprehenslve" dec islon-mftklng -model ev^n if;;Whad wanted to. ,The 



QonitralDte vhlch lindblems Simans aad othtrs have* idenilf led as inM"blting the 
use of tRe olassicat model were present la our ^ituationl Goals vrare unciaar 
or liieonaiittfit I Information about altermtlvee and their ooaseq;uenaes v^s ^ / 

limit ed I power ^as dispersed, and contextual eventi were beyDUd our. eon^tMl, 

y : ^ ■., ' - . " ^ : J ■ • 

But oiff data ladicate that other faetori prompted oiir muddling bfhavlor/ Kiese 

factora, coupled vlth the absence of data indiQatlng that v# nade serloui effort 

■ \: ^ - " ■ \ ' ' " ■ ^ ' 

to ovfroome the liaite on rationality ^ luggest to . us. that to vere muddling by 

i • s ■ • 

choioa^' npt beaause of neoessity, ' ' - ^ ' ^ ' ^ 

We are abla to Identify 'three faotors whlah prompted our adopti^ of / ^ 
muddling through as nomative itrate^* Kia firBti.whlqh ve ahalL label , 
"pfedagogiqal the©^"* ^as a conirietlon that adult learning is most productive 
vhen the llearner partieiRates in the design of his/her ovn learning progreua, - 
The second factor i "opportianlsm^s ms reflected in the treataerit of eomplex 

; environments as resourees for program development/ rather than as barriers to 
rationality^ Borrowing a phrase elaborated by Dale Mann last jrear ait thitf ^ 
convention 5 ve call the third factor the "user-drivea lystm" factor; eesentialiy ^ 

-we recognized tiat the succise of the progrsm was dependent uppn aji acoomodatiQn.. 
hetween the sponBorS of the progttoi and the school dyftemm whlcli participated in 

\ iti, ^Mutual adaptatlon'Vsipilf lei *the sMe phenorieflona . , ' 

fta Pedagogioal theory ' . . ' 

To. the task of desipii^g a program for profesiional dev-elQjment for 
Bchool administrators p both of us 'erought predllectione toward haring client- 

4 -. - . 

f ■ ^ 

leaders fully engagid in the deeigs of Itarning activities^ Some years prior . 
to the program under consideration here one of us had been extensively involved 
"iii^a state-wide propram aimed at improving prdgrama for exGeptlonal children^ 



Thm ei^eriendr^ad left a *'consia^ratla aisfeaste" for programs whose objetetlvei ' 

act Ivit^^' were deterained ty Indivlausis other than those most dirtetljr 

affacttd, Botk of us had been Involved ^ In th^* teacher canter ttovemant-'a move- 

^ ment eharaeterlzed /by a strong oojottltmerit to- the idea of eliant contrQl* Pliiallyt'' 

the teigln-PaTO coneeptuaklizatiQn developed hy, Bichwd/deChajms v&a Y^ry= mtiqh 

, "In the alr"^ at the Graduste Institute of Eduoatlon ¥here we vera ^based (deOhMms . 

19'S )fl It /to© suggested the Ifflport^Qt of having petrtiolpaflti engaged In the ' 

design of their oto progi*sss» ^ ' ' ,^ ^ 

rhase tendencies toward avotdajice of pre*speelfled: purposes' sJid aotliritles 

vera made mani'fest In staff mmos prepared dwitsg the design 'phaf© of ^he program • . 

' Very early, for example^ one of us vrote that thp program 

. should exempli jy the sorts of aDtlTltles ^hich we would waat ; / 
[partlQipaJits] to uie iUhse^uently as they work with thfelr ^stiiffs* 
[They3 should lewn how to dlagnoee thtmselyes th 
ments^ to convert their dlagnpies into plwi of aotlp&i ©nd to: , ^ 
follow-through on those plajiS* *^(leoeDiber 1, 19T2) * / ^ ' 

^ • ' ... ■ ' ^ ■ -.- i^. ' '•„...•." 

toot|iar expression of the oonamltmant towa^a alleat partieipatlon In design te " , 

- • ' ^' ■ . . . ^ _ = 

feund in a mmo ."i^itten % the program coordinator after tha first staelon with 

Fellowii . ' 

.To the extent that thli program has had a design or a rationale / 
for a dasignp It hai rested thus far on the premiee that the. 
Fellows are in the'T^ast poiltlgn to define their eonoarnSe that . . 

the Fellows are la the best pDiitlon to design proJeotSp and . 
that the staff's task is to stimulate «id support such activities?, 
I believe that the pr^t#e^ ittoa not mertly from m objective 
assesement of reality • it also re fleets a desirable state 'of . 
affairs* To borrow a ptu^aee trm. the literature, I think we've 
bought the Idea that the Fellows ought ^to "originate their own , * . ^ 
■ bahaviorV and that origin-like behavllr on their part will spill 
/over into theii' ^a-the-Job behavior. (August 31 1 1973), \^ 

, Perhaps suoh sentimants do not warrMit the label "pedagogical ^theo^". However 

they heir distinguish the approach wji used from the highly rationalised "competency^ 
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bf^eed" approach %o adminlitratoi:' aevelopQent vblch was .ipringlng up at tht^ _ ^ 
smB time, ve vera designing bu3* progrmi. "Les^iag iioaules-% pre-specified 
otjectivssp secDTOtabillty and th# other parajbtrnalla of tht oompreheniiTe 
rational approaoh to atoinistratDr davelopient vart rajeatedas we muddled ^ our 
way t^hrougli the program. For reasons vhich re ihall dlsousa Bubsequtntlyi ire 
did ©Dt vhoily avoid pre-plahniftfr and prior sjeclf Icatton of obJeGtiyes, ^ 
However ve^belleveA that ^eh pytor plaining as ms necessaiy could he, set aiida 
onoa the program was uSdar way m& the Pallori \vere ahoard to partlolpate ia - 
the ylanniftg task. Thus ^ In the months hef ore the progrm . got under the 
budget W not fixed, staff roles wtre left anspeclfiedi Md program actlTlties 
were largely Mmdefinad* - ' . ^ , = _ 

ae mpredlotabilltif and chw?geaWlty 
s4voaates of rational problem-solving as "linilts" >rhich mist be 0Qntrolle4 and 
BUMOUnted as rauch as posilble. The ratlonaList, his otjeetlve f irmly mind, 
marsHals resources and aesigns actlvitlfea in a manner Intendea to achieve fre- 1, 
aetejroined otjeetlves, vha-tevBr o'bstaeles appear and whatever opportuhitieB 
must be passei by. We didB't proceed that my at all. As muddlers ve simply 
moved aloag, anticipating that events would preseat themselves In ways vhleh 
could \m produetlve and that ohstacles could elreunvented. Thus, vhen the 
Pellovfs organized ln%er-elty visits, it vas tlie problems wad prograos and rasourees 

of .tSe host! city which determined actiyltles, Louisvllla had SuperintendBnt • , 

. ■ '■ ^ ' . . « - ' - - 

Wem£m Walker aid his unique styly 

;adatflt8trafcloQ were the focal p^nt of our visit to 'Louisville. A clasBlc 
example of opportunism Qccurred when a couple ^of -the Fellows skipped' some 



BCheduled'acti^rltleB in order,to vatch a ceremony invoLvins MuhMoed All, ■ 
Childish? Hot at til. nie miovB aotsd that the eonta^^ 
vary helpful in their deailngi vlth students hack In thtir'home schools. In 
Minnei^ollB ana St. Paul, vhere oc^ of the nfttlon'i nostVelrtorate developments 
of atethative eduoatlon prograai was Ih operation, examination of these pro- 
^aas hecame the.foea point of activltjr. In Atl^ta the Bain topic of Interest 
and the richest ^ol of resoureeB were In the area of deseeregation, and that, 
tecaLe the tfoeal point for the. inter-city ftessioft in Atlanta, 

•Dppcrtwiism a^so ^as a feature of 'the decision-making processes vlthin ^ 
elties. Iii'^e city, meitingi of the ^Pellows ^usually dealt with natters of 
imedlafce icoal conoein; tto meetings hecanie formB for analyzing thSse matters 
iad for-e^a^lrilng the analysis process itself. In sewal cities the existence 
of the pro-am vas iGsed hy Principals as a device for gaining access to their 
Superlntenaents-flgures often deemed remote ^d dlsengkfied from, the lives of 

higii schooL principals, 

; Wh^ the di^ta'indlcatel :tt seems to us. is that opportunism was viewed 
as a desirable strategy. It waf utilized .to force. progrBii participants to 
assess their ciromatanceB In tews of opportunities presented, rather thai as . 
hwrlera toire-determlned objectHeB, At the eaoe tiae opportunism hroadened * 
the «rr^ of progr«n options far Woni the houndaries which woulk have heen 
fixed if the central staff had tried to Identify the availalble , options . 

larlier ve noted our avraMness of the phenomenon, of "ownership" as a 
pedagogloal Justification for choosing a middling through strateK^. That 
phenomenon refers prtaarily to individual program participants, i.e. the Fel^ws 



However *ln a sense the retl targets of the, prograa vera tie ichqol systMs fjom ; ^ 
vhichjthe FeLloVi vert drawi. An over-arching geal of ^he progrto vas to encourage 
thesi syflteffiB tD ertaAlish theto^oro programs atoinist ret ot de?rel,o^asit# 
We kaew thai e^diortabfon demonstration alone vqulto't vork^ Wt^also senied ^ 
Ithat it yas essential to* keep the desigQ of the program loosa^ go that-the ipeelfic 
needs and inttrests of pw^iclpating. school eysteas, eould aacomodataa* Dmle 
Mann^aa oalied this the "lieer-driven-' approach to ahaagi''''a tera' akin to the 
ffiutual adsptatloii phenomenon discuseea by the RANB atudits eluaataonal ohaQgei, 
Selmlak's concept of co-optation is related* Here TO use Mwti'a label (Manns 
i977) i We avoided sre*speeification of progratt gcalsiacd pt'Ogywi aotiyitles 
pMtly in order t© provide opportunities for the iiser^dfiireEi aoncept to play 
Itself o-ut. It did* Pot exaBiple, although the pragraa ms fii-st rlsualiged as 
servliig aBslstant prinQijale, one of the participating cities e^cpressed a etrong 
preference, far aesigriatlns prinolpalB as partictpants. lesptte JOTi aie^ 
the request was aaccttodat&di results ^ were so poaltl^e timt la ^utseauent yearB 
prlncljaas ■beCOTie tie maltt p in the prograa. mim result could ; 

not have oecurred If ve had had a tightly „designed proefamlft aavancte. In much 
the sflme fashion, o-ur Ittitlal eJEpectations that wt would be sileetlng Tellovi - 
frm applacantSp and that ve would he selecting Local Coordlafltors ^ were shot . 
doVB in sev-eral cltlBi when the cities 'aiinply pre-eapted tnoee atclBiohs, la- 
flertlng in the progJam' personiiel who, in the cities' ■ Judgrat»t, ought to he In 
the proBrem^ Agalft it seemed to us that the moat sensible thlBg to d5 was to 
accomodate to thtae aevelopnents rather thaii to inalst ujon Q^a oyn jreconoeptions . 
We eouaa have insisted, and we probably, could have w-oii in mr shovaown, But the 
vJctory prohably wuLd have been a holloa one, and ultimateir cousitea^roductive. 



lnterestingly,*the.only tlmt we lost' in* our efforts to accomodate to city re- 
queata f or ehfmges "vaa when the pponsorlng fo\maation .undercut us for having ; . 
Btraytcl too far ft-om 'Its "policy" , ■ , ' . , " ■ ^^^^^ -'^^^^ 

In one senseVve did guddle •because we had to. Opting for the idea of 
ownership % partleip^ts, stressing the Import^ee of opportuni^p and aecomo- . 
dating ntedi and'interests of users forcea us oua^?* No*e *^ reason- 
for muddling M-e quite aiffirent^^l^^ It was, not 

our own limifa,tionB as problemB. solvers that eauBed us to muddle; it, wa&,tRe . 
nature of our comnitmeoti. True, we could not have leen' muoh aore rationais In 
the classical sense, even !f we had- wanted to -b^, due to llmltationi of information, 
ttoe^ the like. Sut the' point is that we dldnH wg ■bo. We would have had 
to Baertf lee our coMitoentB to ovnership. opportunlBn,^ and -ri "uap-dtlyBn ■system 
if forced to he elasslcaliy rational. Such a sacrifice » » our opinion, would 
have Jeopardized the chances of suebess of the prograffl. ^-P^us^ middling ' 
through appearfed to be the most rational way to proceed, 

■ 3. Limitations on Muddling ThrQUgh ' . . , 

1 To our considerable surprise we found that we coiildn't muddle as much as 
we wanted toi Just as the r^^|p|l model Is limited by natural eventrfV the 
Buddllag tlffough nodel cMnot be fully realised. We Identified three specific 
limitations on muddling through. They weift^. first, Inertia; second, human moti- 
vatioa factors I and third, expectations of rationality. "-^--ir:..,^ 

A. Inertia - ■. " „, ' 

The phen&netton identified by the pl^slcal concept of inertia represents 



the major d^kwiack to oiir use of muadlliig thro^h ss; a normative model for pro- 
grm developaant. One of tUt^alleged QharacteriBtlcs of "muddling through" li ^ 
a remedial orientation, Kov&veT ^ ve tovn^ that ei^ly 'experieiices have a detaml- 
satlire effect on the .euhsequent direction of the program* Some of the most im- 
portafit noras and sentiments preseijt within the Fellows thToughout the first 
Pellowihip year vere largely detepiined by events of the first week of the pro- 
^am. An early lack of financial guidelines, for example, was later corrected ' 
■but nevertheless 'led tff%roblems ^th funds that lasted throughout the year, ',. 
aimllwly, the relatlohshlp that developed between Fellows and staffi^ffiK ''i^® \ 
Bmmer workshop had its problematic aapects throughout the year, iln effeet 
remediation wa^p 'not possible within the first Felloyship year although it 
i«s possl'ble Slid ift did occur as we mdved from year one to year tvo, 

^here vere other instances where the phenomenon of inertia was present, 
me content of the general program mtetings held In each eltjr was to be deter- 
Bined pett-tly by the host Fellovrs= The first general meeting Included^-Xislts 
to the Fellows' BChools. Despite some mliglvings about the value ^^h^e 
visits, registered after the meftlng ■by some of the Fellowis the sehbol visits 
vere continued in subsequent general neetings. In the final interviews the 
sehool visits were seen as eomparatively unprofitable. It is interesting to 
note that the sehool visits continued ai an element of the second year of the 

Mogram. The second ymar Fellows were told that one of the things the first 
^ ^ ■ . r ■ 

year group did was visit each others' schools. This practlBe continued through- 
out the second year despite the opinion (again) that the visits were not too 
productive. Whether the practice would have been initiated without the promptlni 
caused by the disclOBuri of what the first yeM-'s group did cannot really be 



inown^ Once having teen started, however, there eeems to be tto easy vay of 
breaking into the pattern short olf direct staff Intervention* But that cauees 

other probleai# , . ^ 

In, a sense a program cMnot escape its oto early history - at least, 
not without a.poftferful, ajad probably trauma-prod^clng, Interveii'blon, Two of 
Goultoer*i early "booKs point, in amotheir context, to the potency of early 
histoiy. In midcat Strlhe Gouldner {193^^) ties the strikep at least in p^, 
"to the replacement of Old Doug by P«ele, deacribed in detail in the companion 
vorH, Fattems -of Indttitrlal Bureaucracy (Gouldner, 195lta), The "Indulgence 
pattern" under Old Dougp charaeterlied by rational diselplliie, second chances, 
m& flexible application of rules, emong other things, could not simply be re- 
plaoed by a different fora of management vithout repercussions. The sueeession 
of plant mMiagers and the change in managerial approaches could not proceed 
without the history of having operated iinder the indiagency pattern aBBerting 
itself. 

I? ' • 

B« Hum^i motivation factors 

Another limitation on the normative use of the muddling through model 
stans from hmBa motivation factors. Some participanis vere ^mobilized by 
the absence of pre-specif led goals. A few interpreted the' absence of goals as 
a signal that they could goof off— spending a year enjoying the status associated 
with being a "Fellow''^ traveling about the country on what ostensibly were 
professional development programs but which turned Into mini-vacations, and par- 
tying of the companionship of others. 0^a assvmptlon that ■fche'rellows would 
seize the opportunity to structure Individualized programs to accomplish their 
own professloaal development goals simply was not realistic In all cases. But 



pi^^oimitment to participant ovrierihip precauded from Intervening in such 



We were slow to reeognlze or aeknovledge Mother mot IvaJ^ottal- problem 

vhich vas dlreotly aSBoeiated ^th our mudaling through st^eigy. Some. Fallove 

simply didn't believe us ^hen we earoeetly expLairiea th^ the progrm me their 

program* A etaff mOTber oaught the' problem in .a when he referred to a 

perception that eontlnues to plague ue^ namely that the progria 
itaff has a preeoneeived plan or if they don*,t have a pla^^ they ^ 
do have some hidden agendas a^d end up mmipulating the Felloes, 

Aad the unfortunate faat ii that the Fello\f8 had grouiidi for their sUBpiQlons. 
We aid oomiuiiicate that we had agenda and e^eetations^ despite our professions 
to the contrary^ One of the ^eaeoni for these comuniGations may be -fo^d in 
the third limit to muddling: expeotatlone of rationality, . ^. 

C. Bcpeotations of ratipnallty ' \ 

It Is very well to declare oneeelf in favor of participant ownerehipj^ 
opportualsm, and laser-driven programs. Yet» for reasons whieh may have^tenmed 
txaa. our own prior eonaitloning, or for reasons ■which were correctly or in- 
correctly imputed to founda-blon offlctals and school officials In participating 
el-tles, we found ourselves unilaterally declarliifi prograBi otjeetlves and unl- 
la-terally planning prograa activities. Ve asaumea that we had to promise eome- 
tlilag (and descrlte lomething) when we asked hlg city school superintendents to 
provide up to thirty days of released tima to some their most visible and 
eritlcal middle manaBers. And so wt talked ahout "goals" Mid "outcomes" and 
we sketched, out the, activities which we imagined would occur. To the extent 
that we did so. we comproinised our Intentions to nuddle through. We further 
coaproaised our Intentions when we met as a staff prior to the first summer 
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WLerkshop, sketched out ati agenda, and some activities , and se£ the data and place for tht 

vorkihopi Some pre-plarinlng seems to be indfaperisable. But to t4ie extent 

l" ' ' s 
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. that* it occurred, it Italted our capacity; to muddle^reelys 

Even vhen the prograai was under wajf and running veil, there was an 

luiaercurreiit of uneasinesi about the apparent laGk of a coherent set of objectives 

and plans, b^mentB much as the follQ^rLng^ tafc«n from field notes ^ a^e Indioatlves 

It worries me tbat (a largt\tfm of 
money) Is committed to this, Md no 
pl^ Is fixed* 

At (the second city meeting) I 
wondered what the hell we vera doing* 

Ebcactljr what d© we want to aaeomplieh 
at these meetlngi? f 

Bvidently the ratiorial eomprehensiv^e modal is so ingrained that it cannot he 

fully escaped, The^ e^eotation of rationality limits the bapaclty to muddle 

through s • ^ . 

1^^ Muddling Better ^ 
' IJie preoeding paragraphs may indicate that we were inept muddlers. We 

rejected the rational model when we opted for a muddling thrdugh models and then . 
we aepsed up the muddling .model too* That may he* But that brings us to in- 
triguing question o Wiat is the difference between muddling poorly and muddling 
well? If we think of muddling through ..simply as a descriptive model, there can 

be u6 difference r Hmrever we muddled by eholce, i;e* as a response to our goals 

s 

of working in a user-driven, opportunistic, client-centered program* Could we 
ha^e "mudi.ed better" vis-a^is these goals? The rationalistB would have us 
believe that muddling hatter mmms muddling less« Gwr conception' is dlfferist. 
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Mm think Ve nuadled^^ttet ' io tear II than Vm< did in Ybbjt 1^" That is^ 
TO p^tally siOTiounted some th^ limitatlotia on ffluddling descri'bed in the 

pravious seGtlon* For ejCOTples vhile □ertalnly 4^4 not overcome the problem 

J? 

of Inertias ve tried to aaeliorata it "by heightening eonBCiousness of problemB 
that were i4enttfie4, - and by pointing to naturai. turning p'oints where new diree- 
tloaa eouia he Instltated. We dica not pull back from participant invqlvemant-^ 
we stnictured for it more conBciously. Meatings with iecond year Feiaows prioP 
to their Fellowsliip yew provided an opportiinity to convey Infopiatipn on the 
strueture of the SOTffler wofltflbop, to giye_ tiie ■broadvputliiies the. Fellowship 
year mO. to eo^unieate our om poiition on pro^espoaal developme^^otxvities . 
The neetingS' were alse the occasion to ch#cK the Heaiovs' peroeptlon' of what the 
progrm promisea and expectftd of theia Mid to) get t|ielr input regarding what they 
would consider to be ^ofitalle experiences for the Fellowship year. 

A consultant we,g hired for the second siramer worksliop to provide feed- 
hack on the ; developing interpersoaal relationship and to Intervene if necessary 
Startine with the worjtshopg «id continuing through the year, the Fellows were 
represeated at all staff sieetinis, " . 

We also learned to %6 lepB oltruaive with fowQatlve evaluation. During 
the second year, a smaller afflount of data ?ds generat.sd but It was more foc|se\ 
md mors directly tied) to felt.needi of the Fellows.' tfe did not try to force \ 
ehanges when It looked lilte forelae wuld generate unaecasiary resistance. f 

^W^ftfonally wi iritfoduced elemih^s of the ratlonarinodel , The 
msetlngi with, Fello^s-to-ba fepiop to their Fellowship yea p. as' described 
abovQ provided for an early specif ication of program goals— but with input 



irom the participants* Further, ve had learned from.experiance. We had, in 

#ffaot| looked at alteriiatives and consemienGes much more closely by the time 

^ ' ( - ^ . ' _ _ 

tht seopni year began * VJe modified the euimer workshop, we added a Black staff 

VBTBon^ W elimlBattsd the project idea ae it tob earlifer conceived* 

second ye^ of the program wa,nt much more saQothly--«wid we~ think 
fflore product Ive^-^-than th^ firsts The exja^atlonj we think lies in the S^Qt that 
%m add^^ gome elemepte of the rational modelg without receding from the muddling 
-through modal «^ 



3e Discussion y 
Befor© proceeding to a diecussion of ou? findings, let us simmaa*i2e them* 
rirstg tra f*otmd ttia^ LindblDm^s description of the muddling through strategy 
^'flt" our ease quite nicely^ We muddled through in pretty much the sane manner 
•tba-t Llndbloia says mudaiers muddle, -We also, meddled a 'bit with the muddle "model 
when we suggested a sijrth component— -a oomponent Btressing the significance of 
■timing in policy decisions . But our major dlBagrefflient vlth Llndhlom stems from 



«UP investigatidn of the reaBons for muddling. We mudCLed, not ■because we had 
4ot but •oeoause we chose to. We wouldn't have used^the rational cofflprehenBlve 
aodel even if we had had the capahillty. Muddliag, for us, >ras a strategy dictate^ 
tijr' normative coriBiderat ions = ' 

There are some otvlous limitations which we should aeknowledge at this 
joint, first g ve are not necessarily advocating a muddling through stratear. 
Our point i'g simply that pTeferenee, rather^ than the mcessity presumed by Lindhlom. 
fflsy lead an aaministrator to choose a muddling through stratefflr rather thaa a 
rstional comwejieaslve strategy. That happeftea In our case. To- as certain whether 
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siieh a ehoica is a- vise one requires coroparative .imalysea md eval^tions 
which ve did not TOdertajce, All that our study can olo is to sugges,!^ that the 
muddling through model , like the rational models ean be treated in noMiatiire tami. 
Rather than treating the fcraer as preicrlptive and the latter as deseriptlvei 
hoth DMi he viewed presarlptlveiys ' . ^ 

A second llmltfttlon Is that^our Malysls is based on a single ease. 
Hoifever v^e don *t think that our case^ is unique, We suggest that the norms of 
participant cmiershlpp oppdrtunlimp and mutual adaptation are widespread, ^ 

_ ' f ^ ' s , 

particularly in learning-relatef/orga^iEatlons such ae schools^ uiilversltleg,^ 
md^adult educationr prograns* To take hut one exmpleu Qoneider the' classroom 
teacher and her '^leseon plan"* Kie "lesson pl^^ notion is predicated on the 
claselcal problem«solTing etrate^p But lesson ^ans are widely ignored* .Perhaps 
they are ignored heeause they aren't veiy go©(iY^ or hecause teachgJrs aren't very 
rational* But our analysis suggests another possihility i. teachers prefer to 
kuddle throt^h* Maybe teaehers are doing the right thing* Consider yoi^ jm 
graduate seminars : do they reflect the muddling through model or 'the rational 
idel?^ We don^t know. But hased on oui' single ease we venture to propose that 

idling may ha fairly widespread etrategy which" is based on normative considerations 

" ■ - ) 

^ Pi;^sulng the lesson plm analog a bit further brings ,us to a third, limi* ^* 

tatlonfl We examined the beginnings of a program— Its first tvo yeaj's* In suc^ 

eeedlng years routlnization and bureaucratization set in^ Muddling through may 

he a stratesr used most often at the design "phMe of a programp or a sCTinar, 

©r a coujse of instruction^ 

TOiat last ohseivation— that muddling through may be particularly ommon 

at the design phase of a program^sets the stage for some furthir observations 
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about mudeadng through as a nonaative decision strategy « One is that despite \ 
the notoriety aehleved "by UndWom'i model, it has teen viaeljr ignored by. 
efflpiriclfiti,' Dror (196U) and others have attacked the model on normative 
groiinds,,tirgulag that auddllng through'' is not appropriate to the needs of public 
policymaking in our time. But that ip not eaplricism, pTactielng administrators 
serupulously avoid .labeling their oto tehavior 'as "muddllBg through", . We don't 
"bltoe then-, 'Li-ndhlom's choice of a label vas most unfortuiiate. .No one vahts to 
he knoim as a niidd3.er-goDd or had, Hovever by failing to exaaiine muddling through' 
as an objeetlv-e phenomenon, practltloaars have failed aadress Important 
questions p l.e, the question of vhather oft! eai "muddle better'!. Social 
selentiBts . also have ayoided the study of BUddllng through^ ^pirieists such as 
misdn '(1971), Peterson {%9l&) ^ and Boya Mid O'Shea (igTS) have spurned Lindblpa's 
aoa'el in favor of nore respeetame-sounatng Bidaels baied on concepts' of 
hureauerapy, -orgaliizational processes. Interest groups, bargainlEg, utility, 
and the like\ If. muddling through la as prevalent , as Llndblom (acd experlene"^) 



fluggest, it w^^ts more diree-^examlnation than it has raoeived in the two 
'deeades sii^ee publication of "The Science of lAiddlliig TOirough", 

It is latereating to note that the classical mbdel is no longer sacred. 
^Ing other witers, McLauiM.^ (19T6) , Fullan (1972^^, and Derthick (19T2). 
have ^uistloned whether the rational m^del Is appropria-W in a society which 
dlstribm^fls authority vmry broadly. Wt /were particularly Intriguefl^by Dale 
M^»s (I977) iaper en design specif ieatlons for user-driven federal programs, 
Hann's' speeifLcatlons Include many elements of a muddling through model. Some 
of those eltpiiiis tae copiisance of the descriptive phenomon which we called 
"timing", Fer 'exaaple, Mann notes that "a user-driven ayBtem must capitalize 
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on those mQmtnti. its uiers' self-lntareitB are most el^ajly .Mgaged" (p. 13 )• 

He 'alsd nqtes the significajice of "na-SiLral entry points-' , as AL&p Howeyer the 
moat striking feature of M^a's papfer ti that Its specif Icatlons for a user-drlvan 
■system iga noTOatlvt , MeLim asknoviedges ttie dailrabllity of aideilgn strate^r 
which takes accomit of user needs ^ partlcipaiit ownershlpo' might havfe gone 

f\^her in DonsiairlEg the significance of Djportunlim^ At a% ratsi It appears 
that Mano is working on the prohlem of "mudaiing better" # It's a good prohlem* 
To Manage specif tcstlone for those w-ho chose to muddla through^ w \FroiiLd add 
^these praoeptsi \ . : 

First, be priparad for critlolsm. The rational comprihenslve rnodal is 
^ so fngratned fn our thiTikfng and In our insti tutloni that .the absence of pre- 
specified goals a^ci aetivftlds li likely to be mistaken for ineptJtuda. TKis 
' Is particularly triie in an era so deeply Qomniitted to the rituals of the classical 
model/ PERT-charti and muddling through are not very compatible. And muddlTng 
through Is an at heina to the accountabll Is ts* 

Sacondj, stay loose- CJhanglng envi rorinients present new opportunities. 
Changing cl lent characteristics generate rxew perceptions and neadSi These ^ 
phanomena requfre a continuous process of re-daslgn, Irt different terms, program 
planning should not only precede program Dperation; it should be a continuing 
part of program operation* 

Final lyt v/atch out for Inertia^ Solder* opportunJ ties may 6e mfssed 
= * ■ ■ 

If program managers are locked Into routirias. Mid-course corrections and a 

remedtal QrientatiOn may be confounded by intrtta. Reslstanci to change is 

not a one-tlma phenomenon which can be overcome; it Is always present as a 

limft to muddUng through. , 
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